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1 
INTRODUCTION 
syn-cri-sis (sing'kri sis, sin'-), n. 
Rhet. Obs. 1. a critical comparison. 
2. the act of a critical comparison. 
[<GK syn- with, together + kri(nein) 
(to) decide, separate + sis] 
This dissertation involves theoretical discussion and 
empirical study of a new assessment procedure termed "syn-
crisis". Briefly, the method is in some ways analogous to 
a matching procedure, and it is asserted that syncrisis rep­
resents a potentially fruitful development in assessment 
technology. Elements of the new method were first suggested 
by Frederick Kuder (1977a,b), so there is little literature 
on the topic per se to review. Rather, the task of this 
thesis is to articulate the theoretical reasons for using 
syncrisis, and then investigate the properties of the pro­
cedure. In order to describe adequately the concept of syn­
crisis, it is first necessary to discuss a number of related 
background issues. Following the introductory chapters, 
studies of the psychometric properties of syncrisis are 
described separately. 
2 
ASSESSMENT AND PSYCHOMETRICS 
Peoples' interest in assessing each other seems inter­
minable. Attempts to assess people, or size them up, most 
certainly predate the emergence of psychology as a discipline, 
the appearance of which is usually fixed in the 1870's (e.g.. 
Boring, 1949). In fact, entire systems, well-articulated if 
naive., for performing assessments have been around since an­
tiquity (cf., McReynolds, 1975). Astrology and phrenology, 
for example, represent two prescientific, thoroughly organ­
ized systems for providing assessments. The two schemes even 
have in common with applied psychology the general aim of 
gaining insights into people through systematic means. The 
purposes for seeking such an understanding may range from a 
need to merely satisfy curiosity about oneself, to needs for 
information to assist the processes of career planning, psy-
cnorherapy, and education. At abuut the Lime oZ Lhe iden­
tification of psychology as a discipline, the related fields 
of statistics and psychological measurement were launched 
with the works and talents of scientists like Galton, 
Pearson, and Thorndike (Watson, 1971). With these develop­
ments, psychological assessment with objectively scored in­
ventories departed from the prescientific tradition. Early 
assessment devices, "structured" inventories as they came 
to be called, were little more than collections of common 
sense questions concerning personal disposition (e.g., 
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Bernreuter, 1931) or vocational interests (e.g., Thorndike, 
1912). Subsequently, psychologists like Strong (1943), and 
Hathaway and McKinley (1942) produced inventories which placed 
much emphasis on empirical verification of assessment by in­
ventory (Hathaway, 1955; Campbell, 1968), for example, re­
sults of assessments were tested for validity. The branch of 
psychology known as psychometrics resulted from these influ­
ences, and it is with issues of both assessment and psycho-
metrics that we are presently concerned. 
Assessment; sizing people up. and psychometrics, measure­
ment of psychological attributes are intimately intertwined 
(e.g., Helmstadter, 1964; Cronbach & Gleser, 1965; Edwards, 
1970; Wiggins, 1973; Nunnally, 1967, 1978; Goldman, 1971). 
While it is possible to identify numerous similarities be­
tween the two, it is important to note the important dis­
tinctions between them. Assessment is a judgment, evaluation 
or inference (e.g., "psychopath", or "genius"); it is a com­
ment, or a summary picture (McReynolds, 1975). ?sychometrics 
is concerned with measurement, or assignment of numbers ac­
cording to rules (Nunnally, 1978); it is a means for provid­
ing quantitative figures to single features a person has 
(e.g., degree of hostility, or intelligence quotient).- usu­
ally through testing. Goldman (1971) likens the relationship 
between a test (psychometrics) and an interpretation (assess-
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adapted to fit the present distinction between psychometrics 
and assessment to derive Figure 1. 
The figure depicts the relationship as one of interde­
pendence. Thus, an assessment may be based upon psychometric 
tests. There remain, however, a few further points to be 
made. 
It was stated above that psychometrics is concerned 
wxth measurement. As such, the term ~ay be used in a variety 
of ways, e.g., "psychometric device" (a test, or inventory), 
"psychometrics" (study of quantitative methods), or even "psy­
chometric properties" (qualities of a test; reliability, va­
lidity) . Therefore, the relationship between assessment 
on the one hand, and psychometrics, on the other, is not 
always as it is described by Figure 1. Specifically, it is 
clearly possible to study psychometrics qua psychometrics, 
at least without the goal of assessing a specific person. 
Psychometrics Assessment 
S w i ^ ^ I 
IQ test 
•2 
m 
sociopath" 
"Very smart; 
genius" 
a a 
Figure 1. Relationship between psychometrics and assessment 
(after Goldman, 1971) 
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This thesis, for example, concerns the psychometric properties 
of two inventories when they are used or scored in different 
ways. The question addressed is not one of whether one or 
the other inventory is better, nor what kinds of clinical 
assessments based upon the devices are justified. Rather, 
the issue is what are the psychometric properties of a new 
method for analyzing peoples' responses to inventory ques­
tions compared to standard methods. Each method has its own 
implications for the problem of assessment. 
a 
PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSIS 
The typical test, regardless of how it was developed 
usually allows for a score (or, scores) to be derived to 
permit the individual to be somehow compared with other per­
sons, the criterion group. The technology for developing 
personality and interest inventories allows a distinction 
to be made between homogeneous and empirical keying strategies 
(these may be combined, e.g., Jackson, 1976), but nonetheless, 
a person's score on a test nearly always involves a compari­
son to other individuals. To illustrate, consider a test de­
veloped to measure anxiety (homogeneous key) or to identify 
anxious people (empirical keying). 
The former strategy begins with the identification of 
items or questions which seem rationally to be related to 
anxiety (c.f., Jackson, 1971). A large number of such items 
are then administered to a sample of people and then, in the 
simplest case, items are retained for the final scale if they 
correlate highly with one another and with total test score. 
Selected items are standardized on another sample—a mean 
score is determined, degrees of deviation are specified, etc. 
when the final test is given to someone, an "anxiety" score 
is derived from comparing his or her responses to the average 
responses of the persons used in the derivation samples. 
4 o 4- /-w VNOT/^ T.T +-VviO f 
such a group. This permits the conclusions that the subject 
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is more or less anxious than average, or that one of two 
subjects who have taken the test is more or less anxious 
than the other. 
The empirical keying approach is somewhat different in 
item selection but the final results are comparable to that 
described above. Items are retained for final use on such a 
test only if they have a high correlation with a criterion. 
Thus development of such a test begins with identification of 
a criterion group, anxious persons to continue the example, 
and a control group. The two groups are then given the po­
tentially useful items (which may or may not appear to meas­
ure anxiety) and items are studied to see which of them have 
differential endorsement rates in the two groups. Items 
which are answered in proportionally similar ways by the cri­
terion and control group are not used on the eventual scale. 
Scores on the final scale are then standardized, as described 
above, and a subject's taking the final product permits con­
clusions similar to those listed for a homogenous key. 
There was for a time in the field of psychometrics a 
widespread debate over the relative merits of each keying 
strategy (cf., Meehl, 1945; Jackson, 1971). Subsequent re­
search (Hase & Goldberg, 1967; Burisch, 1975) has shown that 
both strategies have about equal validity. However, con­
sensual opinion is now that the most useful approach is to use 
bczh Technologies so that the resultant scale has both con­
8 
struct validity (measures the construct—e.g., anxiety—that 
it purports to) and predictive validity (accurate identifica­
tion of, say, anxious persons). See Nunnally (1967, 1978) 
for a discussion of this. 
Assessment of individuals based on such standardized 
instruments is presently in widespread use. There are lit­
erally thousands of these kinds of instruments available 
(Euros, 1978). The purpose of describing the empirical and 
homogeneous keying strategies in trait measurement has been 
to emphasize the way in which psychologists have adopted the 
measurement model described in the last chapter. That is, 
testing involves comparison of an individuals' score to a 
standard, which is formed on the basis of average item en­
dorsement tendencies of a large, test derivation group. In 
order to compare two individuals on some attribute (or col­
lection of attributes) it is first necessary to perform the 
intermediate step of comparing each of them to the standard. 
It is my thesis that there are times for which more direct 
comparison of individuals would be useful. One might, for 
example, directly compare peoples' answers to test items and 
determine a similarity score based on agreement and disagree­
ment in item level response patterns. This is the process of 
psychometric syncrisis. The result of such a procedure could 
be an assessment of a person based on a series of individual 
comparisons with other persons concluding that the testes is 
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most nearly like one or the other. In fact, the comparison 
(or, criterion) group could all be rank ordered for degree 
of similarity to the testee, and from a knowledge of what the 
criterion people were like, an assessment of the testee could 
be developed. This is syncritic assessment. 
Both syncrisis and standard keying strategies involve 
the process of making comparisons. In syncritic analysis, 
the comparisons are between individuals, while in trait as­
sessment the comparisons are between a testee and a standard 
arrived at by scaling the responses of a criterion group. In 
either case, the result of a comparison is a judgment about 
the relative similarity of the compared entities. The concept 
of similarity, then, is fundamental in psychological assess­
ment. Because syncritic analysis is being offered as an al­
ternative to standard assessment methods, it is my obligation 
to spell out the relationship between similarity on the one 
hand, and syncrisis on the other. The next section is in-
4 - T T i o o - t -  4 -  n  4  c  A T *  
The Idea of Similarity 
C _L1LI_L _L mclv Ave o. V C3. J_ s-/J- # 
classification, and feature similarity are among the possi­
bilities (Gregson, 197 5). The previous section of this thesis 
identified the process of assessment as one involving compari­
son and judgments of similarity between people, whether con­
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sidered in pairwise fashion between two people, or with ref­
erence to a standard, averaged group response tendency. 
While there are other uses of the concept of similarity in 
psychology, for instance, multidimensional scaling of objects 
to determine what it is about them that guides subjects to 
classify them in certain categories (Nunnally, 1:978; Krumhansel, 
1978; Tversky, 1977), the present concern is on similarity 
between people as may be inferred from their responses to 
psychological inventories. 
Such responses to psychological inventories may be anal­
yzed in a variety of ways. Because psychological similarity 
is inferred from response similarity, the inference(s) to be 
made will depend on the kind of psychometric analysis per­
formed. Various means of conducting such an analysis, and 
their consequences, are described below. A related means of 
determining osvchological similaritv. that of assianina people 
to taxonomic groups, is lightly touched upon. 
rn !•>  ^ •*" /">  ^ \ c 4 m 4 1 a V n T 7 c  ^X V»» W i i W J— W X O  ^O ^  ^O N-/ * A \_/  ^ WW  ^ 'W A A «w A A awf 
analysis of responses to items on psychological inventories. 
It follows that there are two possible levels for such anal-
volves direct use of answers to questions on the test in 
question- without reference to scores on particular scales 
for which an inventory may be scored. The second method, 
profile level analysis- ignores responses to individual items 
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and proceeds to determine degree of similarity on the basis 
of amount and pattern of differences between peoples' scale 
scores. Ordinarily, these approaches are not combined since 
so doing would add redundancy to the analysis, and possibly 
undesirable consequences. 
Profile similarity analysis begins with the recognition 
that profiles can show three distinct characteristics (Cron-
bach & Gleser, 1953): scatter, shape, and elevation. Figure 
2 shows the profiles of subjects tested with a five scale 
inventory. Elevation., or level.- refers to the average score 
of the person over the mean score of the scales on the profile. 
W • I ii —W 
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subject A has the greatest elevation. Scatter, or dispersion, 
is represented by the variability of a single person's scores 
over all scales, subject B shows the least dispersion. Shape 
of the profile is the pattern of elevation across the scales 
of the inventory, taking the order of these scales into con­
sideration (i.e., leaving order the same, or constant). Sub­
jects A and C in Figure 2 have most nearly the same shape. 
At the profile level, the problem for assessing similarity is 
to take these features into account when calculating a sim­
ilarity index. It is not easy to account for all three fea­
tures with one index (Alenderfer, 1977, Note 1; Sneath & 
Snokal, 1973; Greenhouse & Geisser, 1959; Harris, 1955; 
Cattell, 1949; Skinner, 1978). There is cohesive and exten­
sive literature on this subject unto itself, but the discussion 
below is limited to two of the more widely used indexes with-
VJLi L. MJ-retense of reviewing the literature on profile similar­
ity indexes. 
The first method for determining profile similarity is 
2 linear distance, or Cronbach and Gleser's D (1953). The ex­
pression for the distance between two subjects, A and B, may 
be written as: 
AB 
K=i 
'"k "k' 
This determines the sum of scruared differences between 
suDjects on scaj.es. Rererring -co r xgure z, A ana c nave tne 
2 greatest distance between them. Thus, D attends to all three 
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profile characteristics. In cases where it is desired to 
avoid reflecting a major contribution due to elevation, pro­
files may themselves be standardized. 
A second means for assessing profile similarity is to 
correlate subjects' scale scores. Correlation coefficients 
attend mostly to shape. Subjects A and C would be determined 
to be most nearly similar with a correlation similarity index. 
The primary problem with the correlation coefficient is that 
it can be high even if two profiles ^  not have the same shape 
as long as they are linearly related (Fliess & Zubin. 1969). 
2 With the use of either D or correlation, as with any summary 
procedure at the profile level, there will be a loss of some 
information. 
One way to prevent this information loss is to examine 
item responses directly, although item analysis can present 
problems of its own. Primarily, the problem is that individ­
ual responses to single questions are not as reliable as scale 
scores based on many items (Nunnally, 1578). It can be aruged 
on the other hand {Borgen & Scott, Note 3; Kuder, 1977a), that 
while individual items may not be highly reliable the vector 
representing the responses to all items on an inventory zs 
described in the Methods sections for use in the present 
studies.) The problem concerns the content validities of 
the test items. Content validity refers to how well the items 
on a test represent or reflect the domain of interest (Betz 
& Weiss, 1976; American Psychological Association Standards 
for Educational and Psychological Tests, 1974). The extent 
to which this is accomplished can be determined by expert 
judgment or internal consistency analysis. Meeting this aim 
always begins with an awareness of the issue, and both Kuder 
(1974) and Jackson (1976), the authors of the inventories 
which were used in this dissertation, devoted extensive effort 
to widely sampling the domains measured by their inventories. 
The importance of this arises for the following theoreti­
cal reason. If two persons are said to be similar, or alter­
natively more similar to each other than to a third person, 
the crucial issue is in what way are they similar? In order 
to understand the results of a matching of individuals (i.e., 
the process of determining how similar they are) a knowledge 
of the test content is necessary. At the extreme, if items 
were randomly selected and two peoples' responses were com­
pared, no conclusion could be generalized about their simi­
larity. All that could be said is that they did or did not 
respond in comparable ways. Because siiriilarity is an in­
ference, the basis for such generalizations—that is, the test 
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If the content of an inventory is clearly defined then 
the possibilities for inference are also clear. For example, 
a test measuring a single content area, such as anxiety, can 
lead to conclusions that are somewhat different than those 
identified previously. Specifically, the conclusions permitted 
are that two individuals are (are not) similar in amount of 
anxiety, and they are, in turn, similar or not similar to 
other persons. Also possible is a rank ordering of several 
other people compared to the single one. If it is necessary 
to determine how much anxiety a person has, then a comparison 
to the scale standardization norms would have to be made. Al­
ternatively, rather than referring to norms, one could refer 
to other data available on the criterion subjects to get an 
understanding of the testee. This alternative was suggested 
by Kuder (1977a,b). Consider a subject who has.taken an 
interest inventory. The normative approach allows the con­
clusion that his or her interests are most nearly like, say, 
lawyers, and accountants. The item level similarity approach 
allows for the possibility of concluding that the subject's 
responses were most nearly like some number of individuals 
who are engaged xn such and such occupations. Removed is the 
intermediate step of comparing peoples' responses to norms. 
The implications of removing this step are described in the 
next chapter,- which also discusses specific details about how 
syncrisis is performed. Before turing to the how and what 
of syncrisis, consider why new assessment technology is 
needed. 
Psychological Diagnosis 
Wade and Baker- (1977) recently published a survey of 
clinical psychologists occupational activities. A major find­
ing of their survey was that fully one-third of clinicians' 
service delivery time was spent on assessment. This indi­
cates that assessment activity is considered quite important 
in applied settings. It is one task of basic research to 
provide applied psychologists with effective assessment pro­
cedures. The need for such technology has been stated pre­
viously: The insights or understanding of the assessee are 
desired to assist the process of education and psychological 
treatment. This remains the ideal, but there have been a 
iiUiiLuei w J_ UJL uu-LCiiiS) WJ.U11 duyx V uiicsc _LU.C(%j_a uw yj-
situations. 
One problem with traditional assessment has been that it 
has never been shown that diagnosis is in fact related to type 
of treatment given (Sundberg, Snowden, & Reynolds, 1978).. 
This is often said to be due to problems inherent in the Amer­
ican Pyschiatric Association Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 
(DSM II, 1968) system of classification. Among the faults of 
DSM II are the use of broad, poorly defined categories, lack 
17 
diagnosis to treatment (c.f., Millon, 1969). Although DSM II 
will be soon superseded by DSM III (Spitzer et al., 1978) 
UiiCi. C ixavc jJCCii pj. c*jr ^ w0.k..i. 
(Schact & Nathan, 1977). 
In addition to problems particular to specific systems, 
such as DSM II, there are also consequences of diagnosis which 
may be undesirable. Chief among these are the perjorative 
results arising from labeling a person "schizophrenic", or 
"retarded" (cf., Rosenhan, 1973; Journal of Abnormal Psy­
chology , vol. 84, 1975, entire issue). The intention of brief, 
descriptive labels is to provide efficient communication 
(Blashfield & Draguns, 1976; Woodruff, Goodwin, & Guze, 1974). 
However, such intention has been thwarted by the fact that 
people in society at large tend to have negative opinions of 
people with psychological impairments, thus being labeled can 
 ^W -i- I VLXw* J--L. t* ^  ii ^  * w A A -J- w w wk. y f  ^ « j-
chclogists are also influenced- by labels. Langer and 
Abelson (1974) have embarrassed the profession by showing 
tape were influenced by whether they were told the interviewee 
was a job applicant or a mental patient. 
Although many people have assumed that diagnostic 
activity would be abandoned in the face of such disasters, 
sons must be that people still adhere to the ideal, seem.ingly 
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so successful in the practice of medicine, that accurate 
diagnosis should facilitate appropriate psychological treat­
ment. Some psychologists, namely the bahavicrists, have in 
fact given up on traditional psychological assessment. In 
its place they have substituted "behavioral analysis" (e.g., 
Ciminero, Calhoun, & Adams, 197 7; Cone & Hawkins, 1977; 
Hersen & Bellak, 197 6). Although the method is more direct 
(i.e., observation of a person's actual behavior) the goal 
remains essentially the same, viz, identify the problem and 
implicate a treatment for it. The behavioral analysis solu­
tion is presently being widely researched. Other solutions 
may be developed in the future as investigators strive to im­
prove psychological treatment technology. 
Structured inventories have been widely used to identify 
people's pathologies and classify them accordingly. The 
Minnesota Multphasic Persuiidlity Iiivciii_<jiy (HaLhaway « 
McKinley, 1342}, one of the most frequently used inventories 
in published research (Brown & McQuire, 197 6) , is a prime 
example. Not only are there rules for analyzing profiles to 
determine whether a respondent fits one of the various DSM 
11 categories, the inventory is the basis for a widely used 
classification scheme of its own (Dahlstrom, Welsh & Dahl-
strom. 197 5). It is to the credit of the Minnesota group 
•char their inventory has been found so useful in practical 
and research applications. There is no doubt that work of 
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this variety will continue, and one hopes that eventually 
valid, useful taxonomic schemes of psychopathology will 
result. 
Traditional assessment, with its emphasis on assigning 
personality constellations to categories, seeks to gain under­
standing of an individual through knowledge of the group to 
which he or she belongs. Traditional testing has aimed to 
facilitate the realization of this goal. However, a big prob­
lem for test makers has been the identification of adequate 
criterion groups upon which to develop scales to be used for 
predicting group membership. One problem, for instance, is 
the heterogeneity of response patterns in many proposed cri­
terion groups. When the responses of members of a criterion 
group are widely different to a set of items an accurate key 
cannot be developed on the group (Kuder, 1977a). A further 
critical problem is that there often are not adequate nujti.bers 
of people in the total population fitting a criterion defi­
nition. In 1979, for example, it would not be possible to 
develop an Astronaut or Female Airline Pilot key for an 
interest inventory. There are not enough people in these oc­
cupations to study the response patterns of a large (typically, 
3 00 people are sampled) subsample in order to permit an ac­
curate key to be made. 
This relationship between assessment, with the aim of 
understanding zhe restee,- and testing,, with its requirement 
20 
that averaged group responses be the standard to which persons 
are compared, has influenced the uses of tests. Reference to 
groups' response patterns seems everywhere to be required. 
Syncrisis is proposed as a potential means of avoiding some 
of the pitfalls of traditional assessment (no label, or type, 
results from it), as a means for perhaps more directly meeting 
the aims of traditional testing and assessment (e.g., the 
"career matching" concept of Kuder, 1977 a,b), and as a method 
for meeting ends not easily met through the usual test scoring 
procedures (see Client-Therapist Matching chapter). 
21 
SYNCRISIS 
The concept of syncrisis began with Kuder's (1977a) 
publication of his "career matching" concept. He recog­
nized that the degree of homogeneity of an occupational 
groups' interests is related to the number of cases needed 
to develop an empirical key for that group. High variabil­
ity groups require large sample sizes to establish a stable 
key for that group. On the other hand, low variability 
groups, often specialties or subarea of practice, require 
fewer cases to develop a key. It appears for the low variabil­
ity group that interest patterns are more congruent among mem­
bers and that, accordingly, a subject's scale score on a key 
made from such a group would be more meaningful as an index of 
similarity than a score comparing him or her to a diverse 
group. From these premises, it follows that the most mean­
ingful score is one which compares counselees directly to 
individual people engaged in various occupations. 
As it turns out the notion of person-ro-person matching 
of careers is an instance of the more general notion, developed 
here, of syncrisis- The purpose of the present chapter is to 
tie together the general concepts of syncrisis, which have 
been somewhat loosely spelled out in previous chapters. 
22 
Syncrisis vs Scale Scoring 
Psychometrically, syncrisis refers to comparative scor­
ing of psychological inventories for tvjo individuals at the 
item level. Thus,- the resultant index expresses the degree 
of congruence of two persons' response patterns across all of 
the items of an inventory. Since this involves no intermedi­
ate step of first converting responses to a scale score, it 
cannot be said that calculation of D'^ or correlation indices 
of agreement at the profile level (see earlier section on 
Psychometric Analysis) constitutes syncrisis. Only item level 
analysis is termed syncrisis. 
The purpose of item level scoring is to maximize the 
amount of information available in the final syncritic score. 
To understand how item level analysis maximizes the use of 
information in subjects' responses to questions consider the 
fcllcv.'ing siir.pl®.- hypotn*?"^? a test. ?. has 10 
true-false items. For the first five, an answer of "true" is 
in the scale keyed direction, while the obverse is true for 
the last five. Assume further that five keyed responses con­
stitutes an average score. If a subject. A, answers the ques­
tions with a pattern of (T,T,F,F,T,//F,T,T,F,T), he earns a 
score of five points which is converted to a score of average. 
A second person, B, responding to the same inventory might 
ansv.'er T,.?.• F. T,//F, ?,T,?, T} , also resulting in a score of 
? 
average. At the profile level, the D" = 0. At the item level. 
23 
by contrast, there is only 8 0% agreement. As a result of the 
syncritic analysis the differences between A and B are high­
lighted. Consider a third subject, C, who responds (T,T,F,F, 
T,//F,T,T,F,T), a pattern 100% congruent with subject A. 
With respect to subject A, subject C has responded more 
similarly to A than has B. A difference has been detected 
among three subjects where none was found at the scale score 
level. Removing reference to the group allowed detection of 
these differences. 
Syncritic vs Scale Assessment 
Based on the assumption that the content domain of some 
dimension, X, has been adequately sampled, it could be said, 
to continue the example above, that A and C were most nearly 
alike with respect to X. (The importance of the adequacy of 
domain sampling was previously discussed.) If X is the domain 
of occupationally related interests, and if A were a client 
seeking career guidance, then a case history of C's vocational 
activities could be given to A for study as a potential career 
of interest. This differs from the standard situation wherein 
the usual result is a high score on one or more occupational 
:lient may then seek out further information about 
c ^  za T.Ta c Tn/-\ c 4- c 4 m 4 I a T- Am W V-. V-A ^  O. e.w J. J. O 
other hand, when the scoring has been done syncriticallythe 
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this case, it seems desirable to give the client information 
about the similar people as well as their occupation. Nat­
urally. the context of this example is quite limited in that 
there are only two criterion people. Assessment via syncrisis 
takes place within the context of having available a large 
number of criterion people with completed case histories on 
each of them. 
What if domain X is a personality attribute? Then the 
rank ordering of criterion people to the client would result 
in identification of those people to whom the client is most 
(and least) similar. The counseling psychologist in practice 
would have to be knowledgeable about these criterion people in 
order to make any use of these results. One way to accomplish 
this would be to administer to every client seen at least one 
inventory in common. Then each new client could be syncrit-
ically compared to those previously seen and inspection of 
former clients records might provide useful information about 
how therapy could best proceed. Like any assessment, conclu­
sions regarding treatment are subject to revision in light of 
future developments between therapist and client. 
Other Uses and Limitations of Syncrisis 
As a scoring procedure, syncrisis seems to be applicable, 
to those instances where individual comparisons are reauired. 
limitation. By way of assets, the procedure allows use to be 
made of structured inventories in other than traditional fash­
ion or for applications v:hsre standard scoring has not proven 
useful. One such possibility is that of client-therapist 
matching, described below. Another might be in the formation 
of new typologies, as by cluster analysis at the item level 
(Borgen & Scott, Note 3). 
Less obvious, in the context of a discussion of assess­
ment and psychometrics, is the possibility that syncrisis may 
be useful as a basic methodological tool for general research 
purposes. Educational psychologists, for example, occasionally 
perform "aptitude by treatment interaction" research (cf., 
Cronbach, 1975). Cronbach reports in his 1975 article the 
results of many studies performed by him and his colleagues. 
In one study, introductory psychology students and instructors 
filled cut a bshavicrisr-huirianisr (BR) ^t tne start of 
the course. A total BK score was then computed for the stu­
dents and instructors. At the end of the term it was found 
that the closer the students' total BH scores v?ere to the 
score earned by the course instructor, the higher the students' 
grades were for the term. As an alternative measure of stu­
dent-instructor similarity, the students in such an investiga­
tion could be syncritically compared to the instructor (i.e., 
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The similarity data could then be related to the outcome 
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(course grade) data as before. Since the independent vari­
able in this sort of study is the degree of similarity between 
people, it seems that syncrisis might be useful in that it 
more directly gets at interpersonal similarity by doing away 
with the intermediate steps of referring to scale scores and 
inferring similarity from the total score level. 
There are several identifiable limitations to syncrisis 
as an assessment technique. If a diagnostic label is re­
quired, for instance, as when a clinician fills out third 
L.y L. \ xild U.J-f U.1XO XLIO -i-O iiW L, 
It is also not useful on projective instruments (e.g., the 
Rorschach Inkblots) because responses to such inventories are 
not standardized. There are too many possible variations to 
allow accurate determination of similarity. Finally, a major 
limitation might be its lack of utility in ability (intelli-
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require comparison of the testee to a standard, whether the 
standard is a norm or a criterion. Since syncrisis does not 
result in comparison to standards, application of the tech­
nique in this area may not be useful. Syncrisis might, how­
ever, be of use in determining differences between individuals 
who have earned similar total, or composite scores. 
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Studies of Syncrisis 
The empirical components of this dissertation are tests 
of the reliability and validity of the syncritic method. The 
reliability study is reported in the next chapter. Follow­
ing that, a second experiment tests the validity of syncrisis 
for making predictions about peoples' preferences for coun­
selors, The second experiment requires a separate chapter 
describing the rationale, method, and results of using syn­
crisis in a client-therapist matching context. After that 
chapter, a second test of the validity of syncrisis for 
client-therapist matching is described on the basis of anal­
ysis of actual counseling outcome data. These later data were 
given to the author by Professor Donald G. Zytowski. ' While 
analyses of these data was not a part of the original dis­
sertation proposal, the author found some useful insights 
about the application ot syncrisis to ciienr-rherapis-c march­
ing during the course of studying Dr. Zytowski's 
fore, a brief, but explicative, chapter reporting some of the 
results of my analysis of his data follows the chapter on 
Toeople's ^references for counselors. 
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EXPERIMENT 1: RELIABILITY OF SYNCRISIS 
Any psychometric technique, syncrisis most certainly in­
cluded, must meet acceptable standards for quality (American 
Psychological Association Standards for Educational Psycho­
logical Tests, 1974). One such standard is reliability, of 
which one form is dubbed test-retest. This involves admin­
istering the same test twice and correlating the results. 
Experiment 1 obtains such data for two inventories when they 
were scored syncritically. The two inventories are the Kuder 
Occupational Interest Inventory (KOIS; Kuder, 1974) and the 
Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI; Jackson, 197 6). 
Determination of whether a scoring method shows accept­
able levels of reliability involves a judgmental process. 
Therefore, the reliability of syncritic analysis will be com­
pared to two other sources of reliability data. The first 
source is the inventory manuals themselves. Each testmaker 
has provided information about the scale-level reliabilities 
for his inventory. Reference to these previously published 
data will permit comparison of syncritic reliability to the 
reported scale-level reliabilities for the two instruments. 
levels of reliability similar to the high levels shown by the 
JPI and KOIS scales. 
? o r\-f A ^ -h ^  T.T^acr "Fo V i* "hp 
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purpose of assessing the relative reliability of syncrisis. 
The technique employed was to correlate subjects' entire pro­
files from the first and second test administrations (see 
Method). This procedure provides an index of the overall 
reliability of a psychological inventory. Somewhat unfortu­
nately, this was only done for the JPI. The reason similar 
data were not examined for the KOIS was that the keys for 
each of its over 160 scales are kept a "trade secret" by the 
organization through which scoring is ordinarily obtained. 
At the time this dissertation was proposed, arrangements had 
been made to provide the author with computer scored KOIS 
data. This arrangement was not carried out. However, the 
lack of these data is not crucial to the present investiga­
tion, where the central issue is the reliability of syncrisis. 
With the available, previously published scale-level relia-
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can be made. The primary reason for calculating the profile-
level reliabilities is to examine the stability of the answers 
of the subjects employed in the present experiment, relative 
to the samples used by the test makers as reported in their 
manuals. Since this comparison is not central for the de­
termination of the reliability of syncrisis, it was believed 
by the author thar profile-level stability need not be cal­
culated for the KOIS. 
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Method 
Sample 
Subjects were 192 male and female undergraduates who 
volunteered to participate in exchange for course credit in 
various psychology courses at Iowa State University. The 
median age for both males and females was 19. There were 16 
dropouts, and nine were rejected for high infrequency scores 
on the Jackson Personality Inventory. Thus, the data reported 
below are based on 167 subjects for the JPI (74 males, S3 
females), and 176 for the KOIS (79 males, 97 females). 
Procedure 
Subjects were informed that they were to take the Kuder 
Occupational Interest Survey (KOIS) and the Jackson Personality 
Inventory (JPI) two times each, separated by a three-week in­
terval. The KOIS and JPI were given in a single session both 
times to four groups of about 50 subjects. Order of presenta­
tion of the two inventories was counterbalanced. People par­
ticipating in this study were told that the experimenter was 
interested in analyzing the statistical properties of the in­
struments. They were told further that if anyone was inter­
ested in interpretations of their responses to the inventories 
these were available a week after the study was finished. 
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KOIS 
The KOIS (Kuder, 1974) is a 100 item empirically keyed 
inventory which is primarily used to assess occupational in­
terest patterns of test takers. At present, the inventory is 
scored on 157 scales (Female: 32 occupational, 19 college 
major; Male: 77 occupational, 29 college major). All 100 
items are used in calculating scores on each scale of the KOIS 
when it is scored in conventional fashion, which is done at 
Science Research Associates, Chicago. The actual keys them­
selves are a trade secret. 
The scores reported on the inventory are, in effect, 
point biserial correlations between the test taker's responses 
to the 100 items and the averaged responses of a large number 
of persons selected as representative of the various occupa­
tions and college majors. Thus, the score for a given scale 
is a figure between 0-1.Q, with negative figures occurring only 
when random, or misguided responding has happened. Figure 3 
illustrates the format for a KOIS item. 
ACTIVITIES PREFERENCE 
Most Xjco-SU 
Activity A 14 
Activity 3 2 5 
Activity C 3 6 
Figure 3. The form.at for KOIS items 
since takers are instructed to respond with one "most" 
and one "least" preference, there are six possible answers to 
each iteiTi (vis: 1-5, 1-6, 2-4, 2-6, 3-4 and 3-5}. This is 
important to note since it necessitates the use of a weighting 
scheme when performing syncritic analysis. For example, it is 
reasonable to assume that of three persons who answer an item 
with a) 1-2, b) 1-3, and c) 2-1, the first two peoples' an­
swers are more congruent than either the first or second is 
compared to the third. The weighting scheme employed in this 
study was developed by Hornaday and Kuder (Note 2). it is: 
9 (same "most" and same "least" response), 7 (same "most" re­
sponse) , 5 (same "least" response), 2 (for the two cases when 
"most" or "least" is one step out of line with the subjects', 
e.g., if S gives 1, 5 = A, C, B ranking, and second subject 
gives 2, 6 = B, A, C; or 3, 4 = C, B, A ranking), 0 (no com-
The figure representing the total amount of inventory 
response agreement between two people, hereafter called a 
syncritic score, could theoretically range from 0-900 since 
there are 100 items. In practice,, syncritic scores for the 
KOIS run from about 300-650. There is no standard error for 
this index, hence "significance" cannot be tested. The im­
portant result from a syncritical analysis is the rank order 
Figure 4 shows the results of syncritic analysis for a subject 
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Subject Response Criterion People 
Response:(Weight) 
Jones Wolpe Wundt Freud 
]_ 1,5 1.-6: (7) 1.-5: (9) 3,4: (2) 
2 2,4 2,4:(9) 3 , 4 : ( 6 )  1,5:(0) 
3 2,6 3 , 4 : ( 2 )  1,6: (6) 1,6:(6) 
4 3,4 2 , 6 : ( 2 )  2 , 4 : ( 6 )  2 , 6 : ( 2 )  
Syncritic Scores: (20) ( 2 7 )  (10) 
Rankings : 
Person 
jones 
Syncritic 
Score 
36 ^ total . possible 
Wundt 
Wolpe 
Freud 
27 
20 
10 
Figure 4. Syncritic analysis with KOIS items (see text) 
compared to three criterion people on a hypothetical (4-item) 
KOIS. 
JPI 
The JPI (Jackson, 1975, 1978) is a 320 item, homogenously 
keyed inventory which yields scores on each of 15 personality 
dimensions. Each scale has 20 items,, and an infrequency scale 
is based on the remaining 20 items. The items are all true-
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false, with 10 on each scale scored true. Scores for each 
scale are given in the form of T-scores (M = 50, ^  = 10). 
The impressive procedures employed for item selection and the 
large validation samples (n = 4000) were reasons for selecting 
this instrument; the minimum required for use in this study 
was a personality inventory with true-false (dichotomous) 
items. 
Syncritic analysis of JPI response sheets consisted of 
calculating proportion of agreement for each subject compared 
with all "criterion" peoples'responses. Ranking of criterion 
people was accomplished through ordinal arrangement of the 
proportion agreement index. Thus, for the JPI syncritic scores 
merely consist of proportion of agreement no weights are 
used. 
Subjects and criterion people 
Ail people who participated in this study served sotn as 
"subject" and "criterion" group member when syncrisis was per­
formed. Syncrisis involves comparing the responses of two 
people to the same inventory and assigning a number based on 
degree of agreement- A large number of syncritic analyses 
were needed in order to accurately establish correlations. 
Thus, each person's answers were compared with all remaining 
peoples' answers. For example, with the KCIS for each subject 
in the study, all remaining 175 people ware rank ordered for 
degree of similarity to the subject. Referring to Figure 3, 
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an analogy can be made. If Jones, Wolpe, Wundt, and Freud 
were all subject and criterion people, as the groups are used 
in this study, than for each ens a ranking of the other three 
is possible. It might be: Jones-Wolpe, Freud,- Wundt; Wolpe-
Freud, Jones, Wundt; etc. 
Analyses 
Ordinarily, test-retest reliability is calculated by 
administering a test twice, converting subjects' responses to 
scale scores, and correlating across subjects the scores earned 
on the first and second test administrations. Syncritic scor­
ing necessitates a somewhat different procedure. It requires 
that within person correlations be computed for the syncritic 
score orderings of all "criterion" people compared to each 
subject at the beginning and end of the three week period, 
separately for each inventory. The average of these correla­
tions serves as an index of reliability for syncritic analysis. 
An unanticipated consequence of using the test-retest relia­
bility procedure with syncritic scoring was that two kinds of 
reliability can be assessed. In each case the term "relia­
bility" refers to stabilitv of the cvncritic score order­
ings. 
Open-pool analysis Open-pool analysis is schematically 
diagrammed in Figure 5. The reasons for naming this procedure 
ooen-oool analvsis are best understood after the method has 
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STEP 1 
Each subject takes KOIS and JPI at Time One 
STEP 2 
Each subject's responses are syncriticaliy 
compared to all remaining subjects' responses. 
Example: 
KOIS JPI 
Subject 1: 650 Subject 121 ,95 Subject 122 
633 Subject 15 .91 Subject 35 
600 Subject 68 .87 Subject 23 
350 Subject 200 .80 Subject 13 
Note: There is no reason to expect subjects 
to be rank ordered identically by the 
two instruments. 
STEP 3 
T7 4 •T»T.7/-N I fa . ST^ T) 
STEP 5 
Correlate the results 
Step 4. 
of Step 2 with those of 
— • " C 1 V-ol T 3 4 1 T+-\7 1 
Drocedure 
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been described. Briefly, the steps involved in calculating 
open-pool syncritic reliability are as follows: Subjects take 
the inventory for the first tirr.e (tirr.e A} , and after the 
three weeks' delay, retake the same inventory (time B). Syn­
critic scoring is then performed on the time A data. This re­
sults in an interpersonal similarity matrix of size N by N, 
where N equals the number of people who took the test twice. 
Each row of the matrix contains syncritic scores representing 
the degree of similarity between the subject identified with 
the row and all remaining subjects in the pool who are each 
identified with a single column. 
The next step is to form an interpersonal similarity 
matrix on the time B data. After this has been done the two 
matrices each contain one row (or, column—the matrix is 
symmetrical) of syncritic scores representing the amount of 
maining subjects. Each row of the time A matrix is then rank 
order correlated (with Spearman's rho statistic (Siegel, 1956, 
pp. 202-213)) ;cith its corresponding row in the time B matrix. 
This involves the intermediate step of ranking the criterion 
people for amount of similarity to the subject at both time A 
and time B. 
This procedure is termed Open-Dool analysis because two 
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because the subjects are also the criterion people, the cri­
terion peoples* changes in their responses will act as an­
other source of variation. The resijilt is a low estimate of 
syncritic reliability because computation of open-pool re­
liability takes into account two sources of variance. The 
term "open-pool" was coined to identify the fact that the 
criterion peoples' answers are "open" to change. 
Open-pool analysis estimates the amount of reliable var­
iance for two interpersonal similarity matrices formed on 
the same people at two different times. At the present, it 
seems that open-pool analysis might have potential research 
applications for measuring stability (or, change) of inter­
personal similarity of intact groups over any given period of 
time. Reliability values at, or near the level obtained with 
"fixed-pool" analysis (see below) would indicate that the 
group studied vras y «taoTe (i.e.. thai, interpersonal 
similarity had not changed between these administrations). 
When open-pool reliability is substantially lower than fixed-
pool reliability., changes among group members' interpersonal 
sim.ilarity might be the cause of the difference. Just what 
constitutes "substantially lower" has yet to be worked out. 
In any case, substantial differences between these reliabil­
ity indexes might be most expected after some sort of treat­
ment has been applied betTveen the two test administrations. 
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Fixed-pool analysis The fixed-pool procedure involves 
these steps: First, an interpersonal similarity matrix is 
formed on the time A data using the test takers as both sub­
jects and criterion people. This step is identical to the 
first step of open-pool analysis. The next step is to form 
an interpersonal similarity matrix using the subjects' tim.e A 
responses as the criterion pool and the subjects' time B re­
sponses as the subject pool. In this way, the criterion 
peoples' answers have been "fixed" at the pattern given at 
time A. Rank order correlations are computed between the two 
matrices- As with open-pool analysis, the average of these 
within person correlations then serves as the index of relia­
bility. Fixed-pool analysis thus accounts for only one source 
of variance between test administrations, namely, changes in 
the subjects' answers. The criterion peoples' answers do not 
Fixed-pool analysis for syncrisis is patterned after the 
reliability studies used for standardized psychological tests. 
In such studies, one doesn't change item keying between test 
periods. The items are scored the same way every time the 
instrument is used. The same will be true for syncritically 
scored inventories if the procedure is adopted for the uses 
described in previous chapters: A pool of criterion people 
will be identified, they will give their answers to the ques-
given will serve as a more or less permanent set of keys for 
syncritic scoring. Estimated reliability by the fixed-pool 
procedure is thus the primary type of reliability of import 
to the experiment reported in this dissertation. 
Results 
All correlations reported in this section are signifi­
cantly greater than zero at far beyond the commonly adopted 
alpha = .01 level as tested by the formula provided by Siegel 
(1956, p. 212). Unfortunately, as happens with many non-
parametric statistics, there is no widely accepted method for 
testing the significance of the difference between two rho 
correlations. Some solution to this problem will need to be 
arrived at before much use can be made of the fixed-pool, open-
pool reliability distinction as outlined above (see Discussion). 
~ne reader should be advised that corrections were not 
made for tied ranks in this study. The number of calculations 
required for computing the Spearman rho correlations reported 
on was quite enormous. Because of the magnitude of the cor­
relation calculation problem, which would have been multiplied 
if ties had been accounted for, corrections were not made for 
tied ranks. This procedure was justified by the fact that the 
effect of not correcting for ties is known to be a quite small 
inflation of rho (Siegel. 1956,. pp. 207-210, where the cor­
rection shaves only C.OOl off tihs uncorrected figure). Other 
41 
factors (e.g., change in sample size, use of a different delay 
period between test administrations, or use of samples with 
different characteristics than those reported here) could 
easily have influenced the values of rho obtained for this 
study to a greater degree than the lack of tie correction. 
The focus of this study is on whether syncrisis can be used 
reliably. A modest amount of accuracy was sacrificed, but the 
general questions of interest were still answerable. For 
these reasons, it seemed justifiable to omit tie correction 
from the computations. 
Table 1 shows the distributions of individual subjects' 
rhos for the fixed-pool analyses for both the JPI and the KOIS. 
Separate tabulations for males and females are also shown in 
Table 1. All distributions are negatively skewed. Therefore, 
the median, as opposed to the mean, is perhaps the better fig-
ry yrs T) c -t ov a rro -ral 1 Mpn 1 A n T"R — 
liabilities are often used by test publishers (e.g., Campbell, 
197 7; Kuder.. 1974) when distributions are skewed. In this sec­
tion, median correlations are reported followed in parentheses 
by the corresponding m.ean figure. 
The median fixed-pool rho for the KOIS was 0.881 (M = 
0.8 66). Slightly lower were the averages for the JPI, Mdn = 
0=797 (M = 0.782). As expected, the open-pool analysis 
for open-pool reliabilities were Mdn = 0.753 {M = 0.755) for 
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Table 1. Distributions of individual subjects' rho correla­
tions for fixed-pool reliability analyses 
Inventory 
Interval KOIS JPI 
of rho 
Males Females Total Males Females Total 
(N) (N) (N) (N) 
1.0-.95 
.90 
. 8 5  
8 0  
75 
70 
65 
60 
55 
1 
26 
18 
18 
9 
4 
0 
1 
0 
0 
37 
34 
14 
5 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
6 3  
52 
37 
14 
6 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
7 
21 
19 
1 4 
8 
4 
0 
0 
1 
16 
36 
19 
13 
4 
2 
1 
0 
1 
23 
57 
3 8  
27 
12 
6 
1 
< .45 
Totals / y y / J. / 5 /4 U.D / 
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the KOIS, and Mdn = 0.68 6 (M = 0.678) for the JPI. Again, 
the JPI was apparently a less reliable basis for syncritic 
scoring than was the KOIS- Table 2 shows the distributions 
of rhos for the open-pool analyses for the JPI and the KOIS. 
Differences in reliability between the sexes appear to 
be quite small. These differences range from 0.07 (JPI open-
pool) down to approximately 0,03 (KOIS fixed-pool). Table 3 
shows the median test-retest correlations for males and fe­
males calculated by fixed-pool and open-pool procedures for 
both inventories. Even without a method for testing the sta­
tistical significance between rho correlations, it appears 
permissible to conclude that there are no substantial sex dif­
ferences in this study in the reliability of syncrisis. 
Within person Pearson product-moment correlations were 
computed across scales as estimates of the reliability of JPI 
profiles. (As noted previously, KOIS profiles were not avail­
able to the author.) The average of these correlations served 
as the estimate of reliability for this sample of subjects 
when standard scale scoring was used. The median Pearson r 
was 0.814 (M = 0-807). The distribution of these correlations 
is shown in Table 4. 
The data in Table 4 are of interest because they serve as 
a standard for judging the performance of syncritic scoring 
technology. The profile-level reliability data in Table 4 in­
dicate a kind cf maximal reliability to be exoected when a 
Table 2. Distributions of individual subjects' rho correla­
tions for open-pool reliability analyses 
Interval 
of rho 
Inventory 
KOIS JPI 
Males Females Total Males Females Total 
(N) (N) (N) (N) 
1.0-.95 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.85 10 4 14 0 4 4 
.80 12 30 42 7 11 18 
.75 21 29 50 9 19 28 
.70 13 20 33 11 19 30 
.65 13 9 22 13 12 25 
.60 5 3 8 11 12 23 
.55 3 2 5 6 5 11 
.50 0 0 0 10 6 16 
.45 0 0 0 3 3 9 
.40 2 0 2 2 1 3 
<.40 0 0 0 2 1 3 
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Table 3. Median reliabilities for males and females 
Type of Analysis 
Fixed Open 
Inventory 
KOIS JTI KOIS JPI 
Male 0.868 0.773 0.777 0.656 
Female 0.893 0.841 0.773 0.725 
Difference 0.025 0.068 0.004 0.069 
Table 4. Distribution of JPI profile level reliabilities 
Males(N) Females(N) Total(N) 
1.0-.95 2 5 7 
. 90 15 20 3 5  
.85 16 10 26 
.80 17 17 34 
.75 8 2 0  2 8  
.70 6 8 14 
r c O Cs 
.60 3 6 9 
.55 2 3 
. 50 
_L 2 
.45 A n 
in V
 2 3 
•xotals 7 4 3 3 167 
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purportedly highly reliable (Jackson, 1976) inventory is 
scored in standard fashion for a test-retest sample. The 
median correlation for these within person reliabilities was 
found to be 0.814. Comparatively, the median correlation for 
JPI fixed-pool analysis was 0.797. Although the former cor­
relation is a Pearson r, while the latter is a Spearman rho, 
it is possible to make comparisons between the two (each was 
calculated on the basis of its appropriateness to the data 
which ware correlated). The reason comparisons of a judgmental 
sort may be made between rho and r is that rho serves to es­
timate what the Pearson r would have been had the data been of 
the interval instead of the ordinal variety (cf., Nunnally, 
1967, p. 121). In fact, had Pearson r's been calculated on 
the rank order data described in this section exactly the same 
coefficients would have resulted as found by the Spearman 
method! Considering the small size of the difference between 
these two reliability indexes (about 0.02) there seems to be 
nothing substantial to gain by testing for statistical sig-
Discussicn 
Quite obviously, one consequence of proposing to study a 
new method for psychological assessment vas that numerous 
-Droblerfis were encountered durinc the data analysis chase cf 
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the study. Much of the Results section might appear to be 
statistical nitpicking, but the type of data yielded by syn-
crisis vjere difficult to examine with standard statistical 
techniques. Nonetheless, the major aim of the study, estima­
tion of syncritic scoring reliabilities for two inventories, 
was met. Furthermore, the obtained reliability estimates were 
large enough to warrant a fairly optimistic discussion of the 
implications of the experimental results for future research 
and practical applications. 
Consider first the median fixed-pool reliabilities for 
the KOIS (rho = 0.866) and the JPI (rho = 0.797). The median 
rho for the KOIS is only slightly lower than within person 
reliability coefficients reported in Kuder's (1974, p. 37) 
KOIS manual. The manual states that a sample of high school 
and college subjects tested, then retested two weeks later 
çnowpo meoian reliâbilicy for rank ordered scale elevation 
of 0-90. Test-retest data have not been made available for 
the JPI (Jackson, 1976); reported reliability estimates were 
arrived at with Cronbach's alpha. However- the experiment 
designed for this dissertation produced a median within per­
son Pearson r of 0.814 for profile reliability in a test-
retest situation. The median profile reliability is rather 
close in magnitude to the median fixed-pool reliability for 
the JPI (see above). In view of the relationship between the 
Pearson r statistic (used to calculate the profile reliability 
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and the Spearman rho statistic (used to calculate syncritic 
fixed-pool reliability), it seems acceptable to conclude that 
comparatively equal reliabilities were shown for the JPI for 
both the standard and the syncritic scoring methods. 
The finding that syncritic scoring was nearly as reliable 
as conventional scoring for the two inventories studied gives 
credence to the claims made in earlier chapters about the 
potential utility of the new method for psychological assess­
ment. Recall that reliability was one of two criteria a test 
or scoring method must meet in order to be acceptable for use 
as an assessment method. Since syncritic reliability was com­
parable to standard scoring reliability, it follows that the 
syncritic method meets the criterion of acceptable reliability, 
at least for a three week test-retest situation. 
The brief interval between test administrations used in 
this study could be lengthened substantially (say. to a year 
or more) in a future research project. Long term test-retest 
reliabilities are routinely provided by the publishers of 
widely used psychological inventories (e.g., Campbell, 1977; 
Kuder, 1974). If item responses from a long term test-retest 
study were available, one could proceed as directed in the 
Methods section to estimate the fixed-pool reliability of 
syncrisis for these samples. In this way, long term test-
retest reliability for syncrisis could be estimated without 
much délav. 
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In addition to yielding overall estimates of syncritic 
scoring reliability. Experiment 1 provided other important 
data. First, no substantial differences were found in reli­
ability levels attained for males and females. Interpretation 
of the experimental results, and the possibilities for apply­
ing syncrisis, in other situations, would have been markedly 
complicated if sex differences had emerged. There really 
was not any reason to expect sex differences to occur, how­
ever, quite often in psychological research, differences in 
performance (or. attitudes, personality, reliability, etc.) 
for the sexes are observed. The present data permit a tenta­
tive conclusion that syncritic analyses may be performed with 
equal reliability for both males and females. 
An intriguing, if not important, "result" was the recog­
nition of the open-pool versus fixed-pool distinction in re­
liability estimation procedures. Although the validity of 
applying this distinction as a research methodology has not 
been empirically tested, there are circumstances for which 
the method may prove useful (see Analyses subsection). Prior 
to applying the method as a research tool, however, some prob­
lems must be ironed ouz by further work. One prubleiVi, of 
course, is the matter of determining the statistical signifi­
cance of a difference between two rho correlations inasmuch 
as the key to the method lies with finding fixed-pool minus 
open-pool differences. A step toward solving the problem has 
5û 
come from consultants at the Iowa State University Statistical 
Laboratories. According to them, if a rho is based on a large 
number of observations (40 or more) it may be subjected to the 
same tests as a Pearson r correlation. This is only a partial 
solution because the data analyzed for the present study show 
that there is a difference between fixed-pool and open-pool 
reliabilities even when no "treatment" intervened between the 
test-retest inventory administrations (Table 3). This problem 
may turn out impractical to solve, hence the fixed-pool open-
pool distinction may remain intriguing and not important. 
To summarize the results of Experiment 1, it appears that 
syncrisis has met the criterion of showing adequate reliabil­
ity. The next two chapters contain studies of the validity of 
syncrisis for the purpose of client-therapist matching. The 
introduction to the next chapter explains the rationale for 
cJ.ient—"uherapis"C f 
and describes why syncrisis might be expected tc be useful for 
making therapeutically helpful matches. 
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EXPERIMENT 2: CLIENT-THERAPIST MATCHING 
It was asserted in an earlier chapter that syncritical 
analyses may, in the first place, represent, improved methods 
for reaching the stated goals of traditional assessment, and 
that secondly, the technology of syncrisis makes possible the 
meeting of other, nontraditional aims. To be sure, standard 
scoring techniques can be applied to objective inventories to 
fulfill unique purposes, and satisfactory results can be had. 
It remains possible, however, that for some instances, if not 
for the majority, standard scoring is less suitable than syn­
crisis. An instance of applying objective psychological in­
struments for nontraditional purposes which seems to present 
such a possibility is that of "matching" therapists and clients 
as a precursor to psychotherapeutic counseling. What follows 
is a discussion of the rationale for client-therapist matching, 
a JDrief our critical review of the literature on the subjevL, 
and a comment on the technologies which have been used to date 
illustrating why syncritical methods may be superior. 
Recall that one goal of psychological assessment has been 
to facilitate psychological treatment (e.g., Blashfield & 
Draguns, 1976; Woodruff, Goodwin, & Guze, 1974). Historically, 
the assessment effort has been directed at the first half of 
the client-counselor dyad. The logic of this approach begins 
with the clearly defensible premise, analogous ro the one used 
in medicine, that different disorders (or, problems, or people 
52 
with problems, etc.) require different treatments (cf., Millon, 
1969; Phillips & Draguns, 1971). Thus, assessment of the 
clients' personality or behavioral characteristics (not itself 
unproblematic see the earlier discussion of diagnosis) should 
aid treatment since the therapist could make adjustments in 
-che counseling process to maximize the effects in the problem 
area. But, in the context of influential, eponymic figures' 
(e.g., Rogers, 1957; Freud, 1949) assertions that single, 
standardized counseling approaches were best, early research 
cast the outcome effectiveness questions as, "does psycho­
therapy work?" (Bergin, 1971; Bergin & Lambert, 1971). Sub­
sequent criticism (Kiesler, 1966) that such research prompted 
a "uniformity myth" viz, that clients and therapists are each 
homogeneous populations, prompted researchers to investigate 
the relative effectiveness of various kinds of therapy on 
people of specific diagnostic types,- or with specific anom­
alies (Paul, 1967; Sloanne, Staples, Cristel,'Yorkston, & 
Whipple, 1975; DiLorete, 1971; Lazarus, 1976). Also following 
Kiesler's criticisms, has been increased emphasis on invesi-
gations of the second half of the client counselor dyad, that 
is, study of the therapist variables, such as personality 
characteristics, experience level, sex, etc. on outcome (cf., 
Parloff, Vaskow & Wolfe, 1975). 
Even before the recognition of the importance of avoid­
ing uniformity niyths- there were early studies of successful 
53 
versus unsuccessful therapists (Whitehorn & Betz, 1957, 1960). 
Such research constitutes the acknowledged first instance of 
client-therapist matching. The tacit assumption of all match­
ing research is that important features of counselors' and 
clients' personalities will influence the process and outcome 
of therapy. It is further assumed that, at least on some di­
mensions, similarity on these dimensions will facilitate the 
client's progress in therapy. Two studies designed for this 
dissertation, for example, assume that congruence of interest 
patterns might be helpful for clients (Experiments 2 and 3). 
Admittedly, at present there is little in the various theories 
of psychotherapy which suggests such matching will offer any 
benefit to the client. Rather, this sort of research has 
arisen out of empirical and pragmatic considerations. 
People have long recognized individual differences among 
themselves, it is known that soma counselors are more effective 
than others, and some types of clients seem to benefit more 
from therapy. From awareness of such facts and a concern for 
the need to be specific about what the client and therapist 
were like in research studies, some psychologists have been 
led to the notion that perhaps similarity between the dyad 
members is a key ingredient in a beneficial counseling rela­
tionship. Furthermore, interest in matching clients with 
therapists has been shown bv mental health aqency administra-
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therapists who in turn conduct therapy with an even larger 
number of clients. From this perspective, pragmatic issues 
such as increasing benefits to clients, as well as efficient 
use of agency resources become important. In fact, Berzin 
has conducted a series of studies on matching in a mental 
health clinic considered to be the most extensive yet per­
formed. 
Matching Research 
Clients and therapists may be matched on any of a var­
iety of bases. The simplest method might use demographic 
variables such as sex, race, or age. Parloff et al. (1978) 
in a recent review of studies employing demographic matching 
variables have concluded that there is little use in such re­
search. In addition to methodological problems, there is 
seemingly little relationship between biological factors (sex,-
race) on the one hand and a psychological process (therapy) on 
the other. In the Parloff et al. view, it would be more use­
ful to study the psychological correlates of demographic var­
iables (e.g., therapists' attitudes toward other and own sex) 
as mediators of effects attributed to demographic variables. 
Two other potential sets of dimensions for making matches 
are activity interests and personality traits. These are the 
dimensions for marching employed in the present research, and 
accordingly, balcv: ars rsvisv:ed only srucies which focus upon 
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one or another of these avenues for determining client-thera­
pist matching (CTM). However, since the major aim of this 
thesis is to study syncritic analysis (its use in CTM is 
considered a test of validity), I have not attempted to be 
exhaustive in the discussion below. 
Although Whitehorn and Betz (1954, 1957, 1950) are 
credited with initiating the client-therapist matching re­
search, their reports actually consist of analyses of differ­
ences between A-type (successful with schizophrenics) and B-
type (not successful with schizophrenics) therapists in a 
psychiatric hospital setting. Thus, in the sense of matching 
(viz, similarity of client and counselor) as I have used it, 
they did not investigate matching. Nevertheless, their 1954 
publication begins with the assertion that, "It is difficult 
for one physician to plan and maintain crucially different 
approaches and attitudes and patterns of interaction ..." 
(p. 321). This comment that any one man or woman as therapist 
may not be capable of making the kinds of personal, stylistic 
adjustments to suit every kind of client suggest that White-
horn and Betz were sensitive to the issues which later, through 
the efforts of other researchers, came into being as client-
therapist matching. For this reason, below are reviewed the 
highlights of the three studies they produced. 
The 1954 study was based on data provided by 14 psychi­
atric residents at Johns Hookins Koswital who treated a total 
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of 100 schizophrenic people. The 14 physicians were selected 
from an initial group of 35, all of whom had treated at least 
"3 CClXwll W ^ O W A f SA O a O s»/ w ^ « 
Seven of the 14 were the most successful of the 3 5 schizo­
phrenics (75% average of their patients were discharged as 
"improved"), while the other seven were the least successful 
of the 35 physicians (27% average discharge rate). The authors 
then rated the case records of the 52 patients who had been 
treated by the A-type therapists and the records of the 48 B-
type therapists' patients for five "characteristics", which 
were types of outcome, relationship quality, diagnostic formu­
lation, goals, and "tactical patterns". Based on unnamed sta­
tistical analyses, Whithorn and Betz were able to conclude 
that A-type therapists were more active, aimed at "assisting 
the patient in definite modification of personal adjustment 
than mere decrease of symptoms = . (p= 331), and showed 
"some grasp of the personal meaning and motivation of the 
effectiveness with depressives and neurotics. Their 1956 and 
1950 publications reported the results of their use of the 
Strong Vocational Interest Inventory, Form M (Strong, 1943) to 
differentiate between the A and B therapists. They chose to 
chopathology. Based on the SvIB-M profiles of the 14, 1954 
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therapists, and 12, 1956 subjects they found that a combina­
tion of four scales differentiated between A and B types: 
A"s high on CPA, and lawyer, low on Printer and Mathematics 
Physical Science Teacher (B's scored the obverse). They 
cross validated their "rationally"-developed group inclusion 
rule on a further sample of 24 residents. (The inclusion 
rule assigned 0-4 points for agreement with the A-type pat­
tern, i.e., 4 points for high CPA and Law^'er, low Printer and 
Teacher). Predicting A-types for scores of 3 or 4 resulted in 
"correct" classification of 8/10 A-therapists. The authors 
permitted themselves to conclude that "A's, with interests 
resembling lawyers have a problem-solving, not purely regu­
lative of coercive approach. This is acceptable to the re­
sentful, boxed-in patient . . (p. 222). 
These and other A-B therapist studies have been subjected 
^ T T » — »» % * —» V * / 1 O ^   ^ \ ^ 3 f T T 7^ V  V  « i - ^  o i i i  f  o  v « » ^  ^  y  *  y  \  ^ • » - • * /  T T  *  A N a '  - w » —  » — ^  « —  —  
the Whitehcrn-Betz data and came to skeptical conclusions. 
By contrast,- Razin (1971,- 1977) began as an optimist. But in 
1377 he wrote, "My involvement with the A-2 variable has beer, 
marked by initial optimism, as reflected in the 1971 review; 
this optimism has progressively diminished and turned to 
skepticism" (p. 319). Over 100 published articles, 18 dif­
ferent A-B "scales" (Stephens; Shaffer,- Zlowtowitz,- 197 5) and 
- - ——' ' -y im X ~ ^   ^  ^  ^ — — • •. M — .iw  ^ i j  liLUllC^L iCVJ-CWto iiCiVxs W\a. <av-.-CV-i. c/ii wii'S: 
dimension research seems to have been a fad (cf., Meehl, 1978), 
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one that appears to be headed for the fate of the California-
F scale. It was, however, the stimulus for more direct study 
of therapist and client variables in combination. 
Matching research is presently proceeding along several 
avenues. There are two recently published reviews of the 
subject, the Parloff et al. chapter in Garfield and Bergin 
(1978) and three chapters covering 100 pages in Gurman and 
Razin (1977). The rest of this section on CTM consists of a 
summary of the findings presented in these two reviews, a dis­
cussion of one research program in detail, followed by the 
rationale for using syncrisis, especially with activity 
interes-cs. 
The Parloff et al. (1978) review covers only studies re­
porting results from clinical investigations; there is no men­
tion of analogue study results. The dependent variable typi­
cally was outcome or success. They noted (p. 265) that the 
studies they reviewed focused on three factors in CTM research: 
personality, cognitive, and values. Evidently, then, there 
has been little emphasis (I found none) on interest pattern 
compatibility, a point to which the discussion returns below. 
Personality similarity can produce some unusual results. 
The Parloff group cites Wogan's (1970) study as an example. 
He had used the MMPI as a means for CTM, and Parloff et al. 
misleadingly conclude that, "he found that therapist patient 
similarity was a detriment to therapy" (p. 266). What is mis­
leading is that the MMPI measures pathology, thus it makes a 
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good deal of sense that similarity in this regard was detri­
mental. Wogan had canonically correlated MMPI scale scores 
(without correcting for overlap, it should be added) and 
identified five "factor scales". Two of these were named 
Repression and Subtlety and these two were the ones for which 
CTM contributed negatively to the dependent variable pre-
dictibility, as evidenced by a significant contribution to a 
stepwise multiple-R by the therapist and patient cross-products 
on these "factors". Interestingly, dissimilarity on the fac­
tors contributed nothing to patient and therapist ratings, 
the dependent variables. 
Doughtery (1976) also obtained interesting results when 
he matched clients to therapists on the basis of personality 
variables. He used multiple regression to form predictive 
equations on a derivation sample of therapists and clients 
who had all responded to 11 ccalcc from a variety of psy­
chological inventories. The criterion predicted was thera­
pist rating of outcome. The derived equations were then used 
to assign patients to "optimal" or "deterioration" match 
therapists. The main finding was that optimal matching did 
not result in greater therapist-rated improvement than random 
assignment, but deterioration matched clients were given sig­
nificantly lower ratings compared to controls. Apparently, 
then, similarity between client and therapist had r.c effect 
while dissimilarity resulted in sicnificantiv worse treatment 
O u 
"benefits" for clients. 
One way to overcome the problems of matching on person­
ality variables is to use inventories that are not patholog­
ically oriented. This, however, is not a total solution since 
it is probable that for some personality dimensions CTM might 
be optimized if the client and therapist were different. 
Gassner's (197 0) dissertation study recognized these possi­
bilities. She assessed therapists (12 theology students) and 
clients (hospital inpatients) with the Fundamental Interper­
sonal Relations Orientation (FIRO-B) scale, which purportedly 
measures compatibility as a function of similarity and dis­
similarity. Each of 12 therapists treated two compatible and 
two incompatible patients- A t-test revealed that patients 
in compatible dyads rated their therapist much more favorably 
than those in uncompatible dyads. However, neither the high 
nor low comoaLibilitv dvads improved, as evidenced by prs-
and posttreatment ratings by ward nurses (a somewhat problem­
atic criterion, see Garfield and Bergin, 1978, p. 250) . 
Gassner developed her study out of the social-influence 
literature (see Strong, 1978) which postulates that therapy is 
a form of interpersonal influence, and relies heavily on find­
ings that interpersonal liking increases susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence. These notions provide a backdrop for 
understandina oart of rhe rationale for Experiment 2. Specif-
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syncritic analysis of clients and therapists inventory re­
sponses of potential use in CTM? That is, CTM research it­
self is study of a sort of syncrisis (in the sense of indi­
vidual comparison), so it becomes relevant to ask if it can 
be improved when more thorough individual comparisons were 
made. Two, are communality of interest patterns of perhaps 
greater import than global similarity on personality dimen­
sions? That is, since the goal is to enhance interpersonal 
liking (from the social psychology point of view), then it 
seems that congruent interests could be significant in in­
creasing liking. Experiment 2, described in the next section, 
was designed to provide partial answers to these two ques­
tions. Before completing the present section, a discussion 
of Berzins' (19 77) Indiana Matching Project (IMP) is in 
order because it supports the idea that CTM optimizing has 
seme premiss in improving clients' benefits from therapy. 
IMP was a four-year long research effort aimed at de­
veloping a CTM algorithm at a university psychology clinic 
where the emphasis was on brief therapy (four weeks or less). 
The project had two phases- During the first phase, the ten 
project therapists were tested with the Personality Research 
Form (PRF; Jackson, 1367). The therapists' ?RF scores were 
converted to factor scores from a previously performed factor 
analysis of 153 PRF profiles. All therapists were then cate­
gorized into homogeneous personality croups which were used 
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as a "type of therapist" factor for an analysis of variance 
experiment. Clients (n = 751) were categorized into a "type 
of client" factor on the basis of their answers to a pretest. 
The dependent variable was client improvement, jointly rated 
by both members of each therapy dyad. When the ^ NOVA was 
computed the first phase of the study had ended. Its purpose 
was to identify statistically significant client x therapist 
interaction effects to be used in prediction equations for 
phase two of the study. 
Phase two of Berzin's IMP proceeded along these lines: 
Incoming clients filled out the pretest, and their scores 
were used in the prediction equations resulting in one of three 
outcome predictions for each of the ten therapists. These 
were, "assign"—an optimal match, "assign if necessary"—a 
moderately optimal match, and "don't assign"—a deleterious 
ourcome predicted for this grouM. Control groups were 
formed by random matching, members of one control group were 
given "placebo compatibility instructions", that is, they 
were told they had been matched to a therapist when, in fact, 
the assignment was random. The results of this validity study 
were as follows: 1) Bogus matches between clients and coun­
selors resulted in no better improvement than random matching. 
Thus, placebo effects were ruled out. 2) Optimal compatibility 
led to significantly greater improvement in clients compared 
to improvement in the other two matching groups combined. 
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CTM seems to have potential as a means for increasing 
the effectiveness of mental health service delivery. The IMP 
study demonstrates this. The problem with Berlin's IMP study, 
and Doughtery's (1976) experiment as well, is that it is quite 
unlikely that their predictive equations would cross-validate. 
In both studies, therapists in the predictive equation deriva­
tion samples were used in the validation experiments. What is 
needed is a methodology more general in scope than these ad 
hoc procedures. CTM is a form of assessment in that results 
of pretreatment inventories given to clients are used to make 
decisions about therapy for these people. As a form of as­
sessment, CTM might be improved through the use of syncritic 
psychometrics. Experiment 2 explores some possibilities for 
improving CTM through providing predictions about clients' 
liking ratings of potential therapists. 
Method 
Sample 
Six graduate students matriculated in the Counseling 
Psychology program at Iowa State University served as thera­
pists for this study. There were three male, and three female 
therapists. They agreed to participate after-being asked to 
do so. 
The term "client" in the context of Experiment 2 refers 
to undergraduate subjects who volunteered to participate in 
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exchange for course credit. There were 52 clients (25 male, 
27 female) who provided data for this study. 
Procedures 
Therapists were given a set of questions about their 
personalities, their interests, and their counseling styles 
(Appendix A). The questions were chosen to cover in a bal­
anced fashion both interests and personality factors. This 
balance was attempted because syncritic predictions were made 
on the basis of clients' and therapists' responses to the JPI 
and the KOIS (described in Experiment 1). 
Each therapist was given one week to review the ques­
tions. Therapists reported individually at appointed times to 
a laboratory room where they were asked to provide frank, con­
fidential answers to the personal questions. These answers 
were tape recorded while each therapist was alone. They were 
told that their answers would serve as stimulus materials in 
another experiment (the nature of which was not described). 
They were further instructed that there would be no identifi­
cation attached to their answers and that no one except the 
present author and the experimental subjects would have access 
to the stimulus materials they provided. Therapists responded 
to the JPI and the KOIS after audio recording their answers to 
the projective questions shown in Appendix A. Following this, 
they were told that the purpose of the study was to investigate 
the relationship between similarity of therapists' and clients' 
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inventory responses on the one hand, and clients' preferences 
for seeing specific therapists, on the other. Questions about 
the study were answered after the study was described. 
Therapists" answers to the three open-ended questions 
were transcribed and typed up in a standard format. This re­
sulted in six, three page, double-spaced transcripts which had 
three sectional headings. The headings were added as a con­
venience to the clients, each heading was written as a ques­
tion and referred to personality, interest, or counseling 
style content, in that order. A minimum of editing of the 
tapes was required because instructions to the therapists 
clearly specified the format of the transcripts the author 
intended to show to the clients. Each transcript began with 
the heading "Counselor Number " the blank contained a 
number from 1-6. 
Clients were seen in grcupts of twu tu tsiis. people. In­
structions were given in tv.-o parts, corresponding to the two-
part nature of the client's task. For the first task the 
clients were simply rold that "che study was concerned with 
the relationship between peoples' answers to "psychological 
questionnaires" and their choices for working with preferred 
counselors, if they were a person with a problem. (Examples 
of problems were suggested as roommate conflict, academic 
problem, career choice indecisiveness.) They were further 
told that there were two parts to the study. Part one began 
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right after the instructions and consisted of taking the JPI 
and KOIS, each of which was briefly explained. Part two was 
the counselor rating task,, not further described until the 
inventories had been completed-
The instructions for the rating task were written on the 
response sheet. A facsimile is shown in Appendix B. The in­
structions were, in brief, to read through the six therapists' 
transcripts and then rank order the counselors from most to 
least preferred for seeing each of them if the client were a 
person seeking counseling. A seven-point Likert item for 
amount of preference for seeing each counselor was also given 
to the clients. Client-subjects required a little over two 
hours to complete the experimental tasks. 
Analyses 
All six of the therapists were syncritically compared to 
each client resulting in two sets of syncritic score ranks 
of all six therapists for each of the 52 subjects. One set 
of ranks was based on the KOIS, the second set was based on 
the JPI. A third set of rankings of each therapist relative 
to each cllenL was obtained by scoring the JPI in standard 
fashion and correlating therapists' and clients' profiles 
with a Pearson-r. The resultant coefficients,- six per client, 
were then ranked from the largest to smallest in value. This 
third set of rank orderings is referred to as "profile-level 
ranks" in the Results section below. 
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RESULTS 
The primary finding of Experiment 2 was that clients' 
preferences for counselors were not predictable under the 
circumstances studied. Mean Spearman rho correlations be­
tween the syncritic ranks of therapists compared to clients 
and the dependent variable of clients' self-reported ranked 
preferences for clients were not significant. For the KOIS 
the mean rho was 0.151, NS, and for the JPI the mean rho was 
0.029, NS. The mean rho between JPI profile-level ranks and 
the clients' self-reported ranked preferences for counselors 
was also not significantly different from zero (M = -0.015). 
Table 5 shows the distributions of the within person correla­
tions between these three predictor variables and the cri­
terion variable of clients' self-reported ranking of thera­
pists. Each distribution shows a central tendency of approx­
imately zero. There is little skew shown by these distribu­
tions, thus the mean is the appropriate index of the average 
performance for these predictors. 
A potential explanation for the failure of this experi­
ment was deduced from analyses of the data in Table 6 and the 
Likert-item ratings of amount of preference for each thera­
pist. Table 6 shows the frequency of clients' self-reported 
preferences for each of the six therapists. The preference 
ranking data were dichotomized into the number of top-half 
(rank of one, two, or three) and bottom-half (rank of four. 
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Table 5. Distributions of within person correlations between 
predictors and the criterion of client self-reported 
ranking of therapists 
KOIS-Syncritic JPI-Syncritic JPI-Profile 
0. 67 to 
o
 
1—1 
7 4 1 
0.33 to 0.67 8 10 8 
o
 
o
 to 0.33 16 12 15 
-0.33 to 
o
 
o
 15 15 16 
— 0. 67 to — 0.33 5 7 8 
-1.0 to 
0
 1 1 4 4 
Totals 52 52 52 
Magnitude 
of Rho 
Table 6. Frequency of top and bottom ranks for each therapist 
Therapist Number 
. UO. J-O 
Tor: Half 24 19 30 34 19 30 
(1,2, or 3) 
(4,5, or 6) 
52 52 52 52 52 52 312 
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five, or six) preferences expressed by the total sample of 52 
subjects for each of the six therapists. The chi-sguare sta­
tistic = 5) was 15.21, p < .01. Apparently, the subjects 
in this experiment showed strong preferences for some thera­
pists (e.g., number four) while "rejecting" other therapists 
(e.g., number two). This difference in. preferability of the 
therapists may have been sufficient to override any preference 
for counselors based on similarity between the clients and 
therapists. 
A one-way F-tsst on the Liksrt data supports the hypothesis 
that this sample of clients showed a consensus of strong pref­
erence for some therapists and a corresponding aversion to 
other therapists. With therapists as the independent variable, 
and amount of preference as the dependent variable, the anal­
ysis showed F = 4.26 (^ = 5, p < .001). Evidently, something 
about some therapists' transcripts appears to have resulted in 
sweeping favor, or disfavor, with this group of clients. 
Discussion 
Experiment 2 was designed to determine whether clients' 
preferences for counselors could be predicted by syncritic 
technology. The experiment failed to show that this end could 
be achieved. This Discussion of Experiment 2 centers on two 
substantive issues, (a) the adequacy of the experimental de­
fecting predictable preferences.- and (b) the question 
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of whether the failure of Experiment 2 implies that syncritic 
technology cannot be usefully employed for the more general 
purpose of client-therapist matching. Since there arc sound 
reasons for a negative answer to the question posed in (b), 
it is my sad task to find fault with Experiment 2. 
One problem with the experimental design was its lack of 
statistical power to detect relationships among the variables 
studied. With only six therapists' transcripts available for 
clients to rate, a rho of over 0.8 2 (Siegel. 1956, Appendix 
Table P) was required for significance at the .05 level. This 
number of therapists was decided upon in order to make the 
task easily manageable for the clients. The fact that it is 
difficult to obtain a significant correlation when small num­
bers of subjects (here, therapists) are employed may mean that 
the rating task in Experiment 2 cannot be both manageable for 
UiiC ^ J_ _L d i UO CLXXVU. O U.Q. ^ O CL u. u. y OWAi-O-L. \__i-v . 
The other major problem with this experiment was pointed 
cut in the Results section. There was a strong,- between 
subject consensus that certain therapists were preferable. 
In fairness to the therapists who supplied the transcripts, 
it must be stated that the consensus may indicate that the 
client sample was homogeneous with respect to attitudes about 
therapist valuability, and hence, preferability. Thus,- if 
this conjecture is correct, a different homogeneous sample 
would have preferred a different subset of therapists. 
Furthermore, if a highly heterogeneous sample had been studied, 
the statistical consequence may have been that a systematic 
relationship between the predictors and the preference ranks 
would have emerged. This could be tested empirically with the 
use of a widely diverse sample, but the problem of the rela­
tionship between statistical power and manageability of the 
task would have to be circumvented. 
In sum, this study had severe shortcomings which re­
strict generalizing the negative findings. In view of this 
fact, the question of whether clients' preferences for coun­
selors are predictable, by syncritic or other means, remains 
unanswered. 
This study was proposed as an analogue of CTM as it might 
occur under real circumstances outside the laboratory. Even 
without the design difficulties cited above, a failure of 
Experiment 2 may not have implied that syncritic technology 
could not be useful for CTM purposes. This conclusion arises 
from the fact that the study reported here used the dependent 
measure of clients' preference rankings of therapists as an 
analogue to the dependent variable of interest when CTM is 
applied in actual counseling situations, viz, better therapy 
for clients. Experiment 2 could not directly address the 
latter issue. Had positive results been found, they would 
have served as emoirical evidence that actual CTM might be 
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experiment. Barring empirically supported motives for pur­
suing the application of these methods to CTM in applied 
settings. there remain logical reasons for further study of 
the possibilities. The logic of applying syncrisis to CTM was 
outlined in the introductory remarks of this chapter. Briefly 
in review, CTM involves individual comparisons, as the term 
"matching" denotes. Syncrisis results in a numerical index of 
the degree of match between individuals, taken two at a time, 
who have responded to a set of questions. If the content of 
the set of questions is relevant to the purpose of CTM, then 
it follows that syncrisis should be useful for CTM. 
An example of item content previously found to be rele­
vant to effective CTM are personality characteristics (see 
beginning of the chapter). Another potentially relevant con­
tent domain may be that of interest patterns. In Experiment 
z. f iic _L VU. wiLiQ. U.1 X w u. w a. o 
clients' preferences for counselors. Additionally,, profile-
based predictions were also inaccurate. Experiment 3, re­
ported in the next chapter, was a further attempt to apply 
methods similar to those used in Experiment 2 for the purpose 
of testing the applicability of syncrisis to CTM. 
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EXPERIMENT 3: OUTCOME OF ACTUAL COUNSELING AS 
A FUNCTION OF CLIENT-THERAPIST SIMILARITY 
In its most rudimentary form the CTM hypothesis simply 
holds that, when the client and therapist are similar, more 
effective counseling will result than when the dyad members 
are dissimilar. Experiment 2, described in the previous 
chapter, was an analogue study and thus involved additional 
intermediate assumptions about CTM (e.g., that clients' pref­
erences for counselors is related to counseling outcome). 
That experiment failed, although the reasons for the failure 
may have been unrelated to the soundness of the CTM hypothesis. 
The study reported in the present chapter was based on data 
collected from actual counseling dyads. Experiment 3 was a 
correlational study of the relationship between client-ther­
apist similarity and two forms of outcome variables. This 
study was based upon the rudimentary form of the CTM hypoth­
esis stated above. It was expected that syncritic measure­
ments of similarity would significantly correlate with the 
outcome criteria. Also germane to this study was the degree 
of relationship between two profile-based indices of client-
2 therapist similarity (Pearson r, and D ) and the outcome 
criteria. This permitted examination of the relative ef­
fectiveness of syncrisis compared to profile-based similarity 
measures. 
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Before describing the methods and results used in this 
study, a discussion of therapy outcome criteria must be con­
sidered. Whon proponents of CTM assert that similarity be­
tween client and therapist will lead to more effective ther­
apy, they have in mind a client-oriented definition of ef­
fective. Specifically, since therapy is primarily intended 
to benefit the client, effective counseling outcome means 
something like, "the client changed for the better." Fol­
lowing this definition quite strictly, clients' benefits, 
and hence outcome, were not assessed in this experiment. 
Instead, the evaluations of outcome used for this study were 
ratings of the therapists' performances at the task of coun­
seling. The reason for this seemingly anomalous circumstance 
has to do with the situation from which the data for this 
study were collected: Counselors and clients were graduate-
T J— -I o C 
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Under these circumstances, it was, of course, quite 
reasonable to assess the skills of the therapist instead of 
the changes shc^/Tn by the client. Although this represents a 
departure from the usual procedures for measuring thera­
peutic outcome, it can be argued that, while some caution 
should be exercised in drawing conclusions from the study, 
irreparable harm has not been done. In. fact, it would be 
paradoxical to argus that assessing the therapists' per­
formance was not a valid outcome criterion. If affective 
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therapy implies that clients benefited, then ipso facto the 
therapists performed well. Accordingly, two measures (one 
supplied by the client, the other by the course instructor) 
of therapist performance were treated as outcome measures 
for this study. 
Method 
Sample 
The sample of subjects for this study were graduate stu­
dents enrolled in a counseling prepracticum course at a 
metropolitan university. There were 24 people enrolled in 
the course, but only those who voluntarily completed the JPI 
and the KOIS (see Methods section of Experiment 1 for a 
description of these instruments) served as subjects for the 
analyses here reported. Both members of 21 counseling dyads 
(see beiov:} cop.ple'^e" tne xois.. 16 client-counselor pairs 
took the JPI. These inventories were filled out at the 
beginning of the semester. 
Procedure 
Counseling dyads were formed by randomly pairing stu­
dents in the class with the constraint that no two students 
serve as client and counselor for each other. Each client 
received six, one-hour counseling sessions. These sessions 
were held in addition to the weekly course meetings. Counsel­
ing was done in clinical laboratory rooms, and sessions were 
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tape recorded. Clients were instructed to deal with real, 
nontrivial personal problems during therapy. Therapists were 
periodically seen by the course instructor for supervision. 
Predictive methods and outcome variables 
There were four measures of client-therapist similarity 
which were rank order correlated (Spearman rho) with two 
basic outcome measures. A third outcome measure was formed 
as a composite of the two basic measures and it, in turn, was 
also correlated with the similarity indexes. 
The four similarity measures were, (a) JPI-based syn­
critic scores (syncritic scores were explained in Experiment 
1—they indicate amount of agreement between two inventory 
respondents, here the client and counselor), (b) KOIS-based 
syncritic scores, (c) Pearson r correlation between each 
client's J?I profile and that of his or her therapist, (d) 
2 D measure between each client's JPI profile and that of his 
or her therapist. 
The outcome criteria came from two sources. One was the 
clients' ratings of their therapists on the Client Personal 
Reaction Questionnaire (CPXQ; Ashby, Ford, Guerney & '^uerney, 
1 Q ^ "7 \ c 11 c 4 -r, 4- K 4 c •h'ho V»;aQ ^ rni o cH 4 c 
about the therapist, each of which is scored in interval 
units on a five point scale. The differences between the 
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updated (e.g., using sex-neutral terminology instead of 
referring to the therapist as "he"). Total score on the CPRQ 
scale reflects the degree of client satisfaction with the 
therapist. 
The second outcome measure was the instructor's evalua­
tion of each therapist's performance during counseling. The 
audio tapes served as the basis for making this evaluation, 
which was one of several factors used in determining students' 
total course grades. The counseling performance grade, here­
after called "grade", was scaled from one (C) to seven (A). 
Pluses and minuses in the grade criterion were thus taken 
into account. 
The third outcome criterion was a composite of the CPRQ 
and grade measures. Many authorities on outcome measurement 
for psychotherapy have bemoaned the lack of agreement between 
outcome measures often found in psychotherapy research (e.g.. 
Garfield & Bergin, 1978, chp. 5; Gurman & Razin, 1977, chps. 
19 & 21). On the assumption that, "the truth may lie in the 
between". the predictability of a composite was included in 
the analyses. The composite was formed by converting grades 
and CPRQ scores to z-scores based on their référant distri­
butions. Each therapists z-scores on these criteria were 
then summed to yield a single index. 
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Results 
Table 7 shows the correlations between the four predictive 
methods and the three criterion, or outcome, measures. The 
correlations were computed with Spearman's rho. The compu­
tations were done as follows: Members of each dyad were 
assessed for amount of similarity indicated by each of the 
four similarity measures. Four rank ordered distributions 
were thus formed. Dyads were also rank ordered on the basis 
of therapist's grade, CPRQ score, and combined grade/CPRQ 
score. This resulted in three rank ordered distributions. 
Each of the four similarity distributions was then correlated 
with each of the three outcome distributions. 
Table 7. Rank order correlations between similarity measures 
and outcome measures 
Similarity Measure 
Outcome Criterion 
N 
Grade CPRQ Combined (sc 
KOIS-syncrit ic 21 0 .416* 0. 238 0 .459* 
T'D T V 4 -r-T kx" -i- _i- O V J. X v-' ju ^ w c 16 0 .052 0 = 127 n -116 
J?I-prcfile. Pearson r 16 -Q .514* 0. 315 -0 , ISO 
JPI-profile, 16 -0 .119 0. 091 0 .095 
p < . 05, 1 tail. 
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Only KOIS-based syncritic similarity produced a sub­
stantial, positive correlation with outcome criteria. In­
terestingly, the significant correlations were with the grade 
and combined criteria. No method of similarity was signifi­
cantly associated with clients' CPRQ assessment of their 
therapists. 
A statistically significant, but negative, correlation 
was found between the JPI profile-based, Pearson r measure of 
2 
similarity and the grade outcome variable. The D measure of 
similarity did not shew any significant correlations with out­
come criteria. Also not significant were the correlations 
between JPI-based syncritic similarity and the three outcome 
variables. 
Evidently there was a moderately positive relationship 
between the two basic outcome measures (grade, and CPRQ). 
The correlation between the two was 0.3 93 (p < =05,- 1 tail)-
Discussion 
The results of this experiment support the claim that 
syncrisis can be usefully applied in client-therapist match­
ing situations. This study was too small to permit wide 
ranging generalizations based on these data. Eut, in spite 
of its shortcomings, degree of syncritically measured simi­
larity was found to be significantly related to two outcome 
variables while profile-based similarity was not positively 
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correlated with any outcome measure. Granted that one ought 
to be cautious when analyzing the results of an exploratory 
study such as this one, the data obtained nonetheless provide 
leads to numerous future research possibilities. For this 
reason, the discussion below is a speculative interpretation 
of the results of Experiment 3. 
Consider first the positive correlations between syn-
critically measured similarity based on the KOIS and two of 
the outcome criteria. One significant correlation was with 
the instructor's grading of the therapists' performances. A 
potential explanation of this is that, when novice therapists 
are confronted with a client widely different from themselves 
in activity interests, it is difficult for them to adjust 
their counseling style in such a manner as to allow them to 
appropriately counsel the dissimilar client. Conversely, when 
counseling dyad members are similar,- the therapist may have 
an easier time counseling the client thus creating a situa­
tion where the therapist performs at his or her best. This 
analysis merits researching since, if the conjecture turns 
out to be correct, it has rather obvious implications for 
training (and grading) neophyte counselors. 
Contrary to the findings with the KOIS, J?I-based syn-
critic similarity did not correlate with any of the outcome 
variables. The discrepancy between the results of using syn-
crisis with the KOIS and the J?I can be reconciled in a 
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manner that suggests testable hypotheses. For example, it 
may be that interests are more relevant as a content domain 
than are personality characteristics. This can be tested by 
simply using multiple measures of personality and interests 
in a CTM experiment. An additional variable to study in a 
future research project is the impact of item formats on mak­
ing syncritic predictions. Recall that the KOIS is in effect 
a multiple-choice inventory, while the JPI is a true-false 
test. It is possible that the multiple-choice format, which 
allows for varying degrees of similarity to be assessed for 
each item, is more sound as a basis for syncritic similarity 
measurement. 
Another substantively interesting finding was the nega­
tive relationship between the grade criterion and JPI profile-
based similarity as measured with Pearson's r correlation. 
This findin? was in agreement with Gassnsr's (197 0) earlier 
cited hypothesis that better outcome may result when the 
client and the therapist are different. However, when the 
JPI was used syncritically, no correlation was found with the 
grade variable. Gassner's matching through dissimilarity idea 
appears to be method-specific. In any case, the difference 
in results obtained on the same set: of questions (the JPI) 
when syncrisis as opposed ro profiles were the basis for 
assassina similarity indicates that the two methods are not 
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research projects to determine which method is best for which 
applications. 
The data on the CPRQ outcome variable present interpre­
tive difficulties. On the one hand, CPRQ was significantly 
related to the grade measure, indicating some congruence be­
tween the clients' and the instructor's evaluations of the 
therapists' performances. On the other hand, CPRQ was not 
related to KOIS-based syncritic similarity. Concurrently, 
KOIS-based syncritic similarity was related to the grade var­
iable. Thus, two outcome variables were significantly re­
lated to each other, but only one of these, the grade, was 
related to a similarity measure. Perhaps the best way to 
reconcile this arises from recognizing the multifaceted nature 
of counseling outcome (cf., Garfield & Bergin, 1978, chp. 5). 
Apparently, syncritically calculated similarity based on the 
KOIS was related to that aspcct of "outcome" which was re­
flected by an outside observer's evaluation of therapist's 
performance. The predictability of various facets of outcome 
by various means provides further research possibilities. 
As it turned out, the only significant correlation with 
the combined CPRQ/grade criterion was from the KOIS-based 
syncritic similarity measure. In view of the fact that the 
latter measure was significantly correlated with the grade 
variable, which was one of two components of the combined 
criterion, rhis finding was not surprising. The combined 
criterion was formed for the purpose of finding out if such 
a joint variable might correlate with the similarity measures 
even if the tv70 component variables were not predictable. 
This did not happen. Still.- it seems possible that under 
other circumstances, composite outcome criteria may prove 
useful as dependent variables since "outcome" is a multi­
dimensional entity. 
It cannot be overstated that the results of this study 
are tentative. Experiment 3 was included in this disserta­
tion as an illustration of how syncritic technology can be 
applied to problems presently attacked by other methods. 
Syncrisis is a new method for measuring interpersonal sim­
ilarity. Accordingly, the present Discussion has suggested 
possible applications of syncritic methodology in the context 
of research designed to test the utility of this method com-
-TO c:"rp3"no^-r6 metnodi>-
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CONCLUSIONS 
The objectives of this dissertation were to examine some 
of the psychometric properties of syncritic scoring technol­
ogy in studies of reliability and validity. This v;as done 
with two inventories, the KOIS and the JPI. It was possible 
to score the latter in standard fashion, thus permitting a 
relative benchmark for evaluating the consequences of syn­
critic scoring. 
In review, syncritic scoring was found to be about 
equally reliable to standard scoring in a test-retest study. 
Both standard and syncritic scoring reliabilities (approxi­
mately 0.8 0) were high for the JPI. The reliability of syn­
critic scoring of the KOIS (approximately 0.87) was quite 
close to figures published in the KOIS manual (Kuder, 1974) 
which were based on standard scoring of that instrument. The 
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crisis nor standard scoring was capable of producing a sim­
ilarity estimate which was, in turn,- correlated significantly 
with clients' self-reported preferences for counselors. The 
second validity study (Experiment 3) produced data which in­
dicate that syncrisis merits further study as a methodology 
for accomplishing client-therapist matching. 
Taken together these three studies indicate that the 
the question of the validity of the method remains open. 
Experiment 2 ,  for example, was apparently inadequate as a 
validity test inasmuch as no method of similarity measurement 
studied was capable of predicting the criterion. Experiment 
3 produced positive results for syncrisis, but that study was 
primarily illustrational,, since it lacked adequate controls 
and was based on a small sample. Obviously, further study of 
the validity of syncrisis is required. 
Throughout this dissertation, I have identified possible 
research and applied uses of syncrisis. This was appropriate 
because I wanted to encourage the development of this method. 
Up to this point, the reader has been exposed to an optimistic, 
even persuasive, often speculative discussion of syncrisis. 
My enthusiasm for syncrisis, in light of the results reported 
in this dissertation, seems warranted. Yet, it must be rec­
ognized that little criticism of the new method has been 
articulated. In what follows below,- I have attempted to bal­
ance this account of syncrisis. Three major criticisms of 
syncrisis are described in separate sections. The three were 
selected for inclusion in this discussion because they rep­
resent the major methodological and conceptual problems evi­
dent at the present time. If the treatment of each is brief, 
it is because I don't have well formulated responses for 
these objections. 
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Criticism 1: Syncrisis Produces Impoverished Data 
The first criticism arises from the fact that syncrisis 
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son (e.g.; a client) to numerous others (e.g., a criterion 
pool) involves the undesirable consequence that the resultant 
syncritic scores are ipsative. The latter problem occurs as 
follows: If the criterion group is N in number, then it is 
clear that an interpersonal similarity matrix of size N by N 
may be formed on the criterion group. This matrix would show 
that there are varying degrees of similarity among the cri­
terion people. As a consequence, any client's similarity to 
one criterion person will automatically result in similarity 
to certain other people as well as dissimilarity to certain 
others. 
My solution to these problems was to analyze syncritic 
n;3*r;3 on "i \7 wi t~ n nonoja "r^rn<=»T-;r S "C ^  "C 2. S ;a r» — 
count the ordinal nature of the data. This meant the loss of 
some statistical power. There is some empirical evidence 
(e.g... Borgen & Scott,. Note 3) that a syncritically formed 
interpersonal similarity scores can be successfully used in 
parametric statistics. The Borgen and Scott study showed that 
valid taxonomic groups could be formed by cluster analysis of 
a syncritically formed interpersonal similarity matrix (con-
4- 4 ni rr c:\7Tnr'T*i-f-i/-~» T'ViCk /-«lT:o4-ov»4-»-k/-r i c» 
absolute values of the syncritic scores, as opposed to first 
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converting scores to ranks as the data analyses for this dis­
sertation were done. If further studies demonstrate that syn­
critic scores may be used directly, without ranking them, then 
possibly this criticism will prove to be pointless. 
Criticism 2: Definition of "Content Relevance" 
The second criticism is in response to the assertions 
made in this dissertation that the content of the items used 
for syncritic studies must be relevant to the criterion being 
investigated. There was no standard suggested for determining 
when item content was relevant to the criterion. At present, 
I cannot offer such a standard. In fact, however, there are 
two "guidelines", which were followed in this dissertation, 
that serve as a partial solution to this problem. In the 
first place, rational judgment may be used. If an inventory 
Wd a jvc ui a c:\-t y o. o w. a- n-/ j-
career explorations, then the appropriate content would be 
activity, or occupational interests. When this guideline is 
followed it is assumed that the person making the judgment is 
well versed about the problem to be studied. The second sug­
gestion is to empirically determine the validity of the items. 
Although it is clear that chosen item sets must work (or, 
prove valid) for the intended purpose, a bit of a logical 
oroblem is encountered bv the empirical solution. The diffi-
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that the content is "relevant" in the rational sense sug­
gested above. Conversely, if an item set doesn't prove 
valid, it can't be concluded that the content of the items 
is not relevant to the predictive problem. It is hoped that 
research will show that content relevance is indeed neces­
sary. However, this end may be difficult to achieve without 
a clear standard for judging so-called relevance. 
Criticism 3: Matching People Implies that 
"It Takes One to Know One" 
The third criticism asserts that using syncrisis is 
naive since its use is founded on the assumption that, "it 
takes one to know one". Seemingly implied in client-thera­
pist matching research, for example, is the notion that ther­
apists are capable only of treating people who are quite like 
themselves. There are two primary responses to this crit­
icism. First, syncrisis could still be used even if items 
were to be scored for disagreement. There is no technical 
difficulty involved in accomplishing this, but it would be 
necessary to articulate reasons for so doing. Secondly, 
syncrisis results zn relative, ordinaliy arranged crdexlrigs 
of similarity among people. There is no assumption that two 
people must be perfectly matched on their responses to a set 
of items before syncrisis may be used for various "matching" 
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Consider the CTM situation. Use of syncrisis merely 
recognizes that widely different people probably have less 
basis for developing the sort of mutuality required for ef­
fective therapy. There is no assumption that a perfect cor­
relation exists between amount of similarity and counseling 
outcome. Likewise, no rigid, "it takes one to know one", 
assumption is implied in the career-matching concept (Kuder, 
1977) discussed earlier. Recall that information from many 
of the people most similar to the client would be dispensed. 
Clients may then decide for themselves whether information 
from the various criterion people (which might be personal 
history, advice to career seekers, etc.) is useful to them. 
Syncritic scoring of an inventory is not different from 
standard scoring with respect to this criticism. The pri­
mary difference between the two methods is whether the cri­
terion which the client is being compared tc is an individual 
or a group's average response pattern. 
Conclusion 
This dissertation has perhaps produced more ideas than 
hard evidence about syncrisis. By this assessment I do not 
mean that the results gathered in the course of the three 
studies are themselves unimportant. On the contrary, Experimen 
1; for example- produced very important data attesting to the 
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studies was such that there were numerous opportunities to 
speculate, opportunities which were not foregone. These 
speculations were offered as leads to future research projects. 
The results of future research will determine whether my 
conjectures have been justified. 
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Therapist Subject Questions 
Below are listed questions concerning your activity in­
terests, personality characteristics, and your therapeutic 
style. Please give careful thought to each question as it 
applies to you and prepare a series of answers to the ques­
tions which will take about five minutes to deliver orally. 
Think about these questions for a few days, after which I 
Will contact you. At an appointed time we will go over your 
responses to the questions and subsequently audio tape you 
talking about yourself. I am asking you to be frank and com­
plete. Subjects employed in my dissertation study will view 
your answers, but other persons will not be given access to 
your answers. Thank you, 
1. Explain some of your reasons for entering the field 
of Counseling Psychology (some might be : Helping others 
research possibilities, knowing other psychologists, finding 
other people interesting, desire to be independent, etc.). 
2. What sort of person are ycu, in easy to understand 
words? (optimistic?, easy going?, widely social or prefer a 
few- close friends?, intellectual?, feeling oriented?, warm?, 
well organized?, liberal - conservative?, confident?, etc. 
Again, these facets of "personality" are provided only for 
your convenience, the list is not exhaustive of things ycu 
may want to talk about, nor is each characteristic zo be 
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referred to in order, if at all. Please try to be more de­
tailed than a quick, "I'm an optimistic liberal". One way 
"îc* rN-F r^V>jav^r»4-o>*Tcf""?OG; 
rather than name them. For example, "I'm the type of person 
who likes to be around others ... go to wild parties . . . 
gamble . . . .") 
3. What kinds of activities do you enjoy? Why? (read­
ing, drag racing, classical music, skindiving, watching TV -
perhaps a favorite program, writing studying, hiking, camping, 
sports - football, baseball, whatever, these are, again, 
provided only to help you get started formulating your own 
answer). 
In answering these questions please avoid referring to 
"demographic" variables about yourself. Specifically, do not 
mention the amount of therapy experience you've had. where you 
are from, your age, marital status, income, type of car you 
drive,- etc. If you wish, you may discuss your orientation to 
such things, if you feel it is relevant to an understanding of 
you by others- You might, for example, say that a particular 
type of previous employment experience which you have had be­
cause it was enjoyable or aversive, influenced your decision 
to become a Counseling Psychologist. But avoid saying that 
five years as an expert witness, therapist, probabion officer, 
etc. influenced vour decision. 
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APPENDIX B 
Rating Sheet and Instructions for Clients in Experiment 1 
Subject's Ratings Sheet 
Name: Age: Sex: Date: 
Please adopt the attitude that you are a person with a 
personal problem seeking psychological help. Examples of 
personal problems are depression, conflict with another per­
son, worry about career plans, problems with the opposite 
sex, and so on. 
Carefully read the transcripts of the six counselors-
They have all provided answers to the same three questions. 
The purpose in having them answer these questions is to pro­
vide you with information about them and what they are like. 
Using this information respond to the questions below. 
1. Please rank the counselors about whom you have read in 
the order of your preference for seeing them for counseling 
if you were a person with a problem. It is usually difficult 
to rank order people - it sometimes seems hard to put someone 
in last place. But, please keep in mind that even when you 
put a counselor last doesn't mean there's a huge difference 
between them and the one you ranked first, although there may 
be a difference. So please give careful thought to your 
preferences, and respond according to your feelings. Your 
list of preferences will be kept confidential. 
W2ri_'cs "cris nu.îuÏD0irs ox you.ii oiioxCt;S j-ii une S"Og.CÔS -i-Ow. 
jeast Preferred 
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2. Circle one of the following numbers to indicate for each 
counselor how much of a preference you would have for seeing 
them if you were a person with a problem. 
Much 
Preferred 
No 
Preference 
Do Not 
Prefer 
Counselor 1 7 5 5 4 3 2 1 
Counselor 2 7 6 5 4 3 2 ] 
Counselor 3 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Counselor 4 7 5 5 4 3 2 1 
Counselor 5 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Counselor 6 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
